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The Honorable Mark R. Warner
United States Senate

459A Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510-4606

Dear Senator Warner:

Thank you for your letter to Ms. Laura K. Vaught, Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental
Relations, for the Environmental Protection Agency, dated May 26, 2016. | have been asked to respond
to you about the concerns some of your constituents have over economic impacts to art glass
manufacturers and their customers from EPA’s evaluation and recent clarification of its air toxics rule
for glass manufacturing plants in Oregon.

The EPA’s interest in this matter was prompted by the recent metals deposition data from a moss study
conducted by the United States Forest Service. A follow up investigation by the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality found levels of cadmium, arsenic and chromium in the air in southeast and north
Portland above environmental risk thresholds that were linked to emissions from two plants, Bullseye
Glass Co. and Uroboros Glass Studios, Inc. Additional useful information from ODEQ, including a link
to air sampling data and health risks from heavy metals, can be found at http://saferair.oregon.gov.

The Environmental Protection Agency’s primary role in this issue has been to assist ODEQ in response
to their request for guidance on determining whether EPA’s 2007 air toxics rule for smaller glass
manufacturing plants (the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Glass
Manufacturing Area Sources) would apply to these art glass production plants. The EPA’s response to
ODEQ clarified that certain furnaces at art glass production plants would be subject to the EPA
standards. [ am enclosing a copy of our letter to ODEQ for your understanding of the regulatory
framework for this industry sector. This letter has been shared with other state and local air agencies
throughout the United States for their use and potential follow up with art glass plants in their
jurisdictions. If the 2007 rule is revised in the future, any new or revised emission limits must consider
the costs of achieving the emission reductions, and the EPA’s rulemaking process would include an
analysis of potential economic impacts. The public will have an opportunity to provide input before it is
finalized.

The EPA shares your constituent’s interest in seeing the art glass industry adapt to these new findings
and emerge in a manner that is both economically sustainable and protective of human health and the
environment.

Again, thank you for sharing your concern. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me or
your staff may contact Katie McClintock, who is our technical expert for glass manufacturing.



You can reach Ms. McClintock by phone at (206) 553-2143 or by email at mcclintock katie@epa.gov.
Sincerely,

s ar T

Dennis J. McLerran
Regional Administrator

Enclosure
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Ms. Joni Hammond, Deputy Director

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
811 SW Sixth Avenue

Portland, OR 97204

Dear Ms. Hammond:

On March 9, 2016, you requested that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) provide a
regulatory interpretation regarding the applicability of the National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for Glass Manufacturing Area Sources, 40 CFR, Part 63,
Subpart SSSSSS (Subpart SSSSSS) to tank furnaces at art glass manufacturers in Portland,
Oregon. Based on your description of the operation of these tank furnaces, and information
gathered by EPA, we believe that these furnaces would be subject to Subpart SSSSSS, absent
any relevant considerations not mentioned in your letter. Our understanding of the facts and our
reasoning are set out below.

As you described in your letter, although there are three criteria for whether a furnace is an
affected facility, you are only seeking guidance on the criteria that the furnace is a “continuous
furnace.” Our definition of “continuous furnace” is “a glass manufacturing furnace that operates
continuously except during periods of maintenance, malfunction, control device installation,
reconstruction, or rebuilding.” (40 CFR, §63.11459)

The day tanks you described at Uroboros and Bullseye are similar to those used at other facilities
in the colored glass industry. They are refractory furnaces that melt glass in a batch process but
are continuously operated. Once a furnace is built and brought up to temperature, it is
continuously operated at around 2000° F or higher until the end of the furnace’s refractory life
when it is cooled to ambient temperatures and rebricked prior to the start of a new campaign.
During the life of the furnace, glass is produced in 24 hour melt cycles and generally on a
production schedule (either part time or full time). During glass production, the furnaces operate
generally around 2500° F. Depending on the facility, the furnaces may not hold or melt glass for
a day or two on the weekend or intermittently based on demand. They also may idle to closer to
2000° F during holidays or production breaks. However, natural gas is fired and the furnace
stays at a high temperature at all times, with only the exemptions outlined in the definition of
“continuous furnace” in Subpart SSSSSS.
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In response to stained glass company commenters on Subpart SSSSS8 who indicated they
operate “small periodic furnaces”, the EPA stated:

Therefore, we have revised § 63.11448 1o specify that periodic or pot furnaces are not
subject to the final Glass Manufacturing Area Source NESHAP. We believe this
revision will address most of the concerns of the stained glass manufacturing sector as
well as other sectors and organizations, such as artisans, schools, studios, and other
small facilities that produce glass using periodic furnaces. 72 FR 73186 (December 26,
2007)

In choosing to exempt non-continuous furnaces, the EPA focused on their operation being
periodic. A furnace that shuts down seasonally or is only operated for portions of the year would
not be considered a continuous furnace. This revision was meant to address the concerns of
small operators or artisanal shops which may turn kilns/furnaces on and off regularly. The
furnaces you describe are kept hot (operated) for a year or more between rebrickings and
produce glass on a routine schedule.

Consequently, based on the information provided and our understanding of operations at the
facilities in question, we believe that, consistent with the intent of the definitions in Subpart
SSSSSS, the art glass tank furnaces in question are “continuous furnaces” and are therefore

subject to Subpart SSSSSS.

We recognize that there may be some confusion within the art glass industry about this
rule. As aresult, we encourage you to work with affected companies to ensure that they
take appropriate steps to comply with the rule following today’s clarification.

Please note that this response is a non-binding regulatory interpretation based on the
information provided by Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (Oregon DEQ) and
information gathered by EPA. This response should not be considered an applicability
determination, nor does it represent final Agency action, since it is not in response to a
facility request. Oregon DEQ may, in its discretion, consider this interpretation and any
other relevant information it has in determining the applicability of Subpart SSSSSS to any
facilities in its state.

If you have further questions, please contact Patrick Yellin of my staff at (202) 564-2970, or
yellin.patrick@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

Edwar: ssina, Dlrector
Monitorifig] Assistance, and Media Programs Division
Office of Compliance



